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.... He is absolutely right. The perpetual interference or the indirect 
cinema, that is to say the present of the narration, refers to a living 
present which is any event in the process of happening, in the process 
of happening according to the camera. What do I mean? I mean that, 
whatever the importance of the plot in a certain cinema, there has 
always been, on the one hand: an off-topic, on the other hand, a sub- 
topic, [Pause] without what there would be no cinema. [The reference 
is perhaps to an article by Jean-Louis Comolli (Cahiers du cinema, 
1969) that Deleuze quotes in this context in L’Image-Mouvement, p. 
278] 


After all, let's come back to this question -- I don't have time at all 
and, therefore, I delete this aspect, I had just hinted -- let's come back 
[1:00] to this direct cinema story. If I had tried to base my previous 
formulas, S-A-S and A-S-A, on a more specific documentary study, it 
organized itself, it even organized itself too well. That's why we could 
give it up in advance. I had tried to explain that the Flaherty 
documentary was really the great S-A-S form. And then, when the pre- 
war English documentary school was formed, we can clearly see that a 
small form appeared there, A-S-A which is very, very interesting, 
where this time in fact, it is an A-S-A form since , this time, it is by 
filming what is presented as the "habitus", [2:00] the behavior of 
certain people of a social class, that we are going to suggest the 
situation of a moment or a time or place. And the Grierson 
documentary is really the A-S-A type. What is curious is the 
importance of Flaherty, there, it confirms the extreme mobility of the 
great authors who, at the same time, participate in the work of this 
new English documentary before the war. 


But to confirm this whole set, I say, when direct cinema claimed to be 
-- but we'll see that it's an extremely, extremely complex idea, it's not 
at all easy all that -- when cinema , after the war claimed a kind of 
direct cinema, [3:00] proposing to capture the event "in the process of 
being done", I say there, we come back to exactly where we are. What 


is this form that is no longer either S-A-S or A-S-A? 


There, everyone recognizes, I suppose, that I'm talking about a kind of 
stereotype, a commonplace on current cinema, namely the questioning 
of the plot, well, the questioning of the intrigue, the questioning of 
history. But you have to go through this stereotypy, to, perhaps, seek 
to identify something that would be less [4:00] 


stereotype. This is the famous, what has been called, the 
dedramatization, the dedramatization which means, very precisely 
that the narrative -- but is there still a narrative? -- will no longer 
follow the path of a pre-existing action, a planned action, a planned 
plot. However, there is good 


a scenario, etc. But in a planned plot, what... It is less the fact that it is 
imaginary that we can blame it; what can be criticized for it, in the 
idea of a plot, is not the fact that it is imaginary, it is the fact that it is 
pre-existing; it is the fact that it is pre-existing to the strictly 
cinematographic operation. 


Indeed, how would one define a [5:00] "plot" in the cinema? I would 
define it by three characteristics: on the one hand, a plot is a process 
of totalization, totalization of a situation; on the other hand, a plot is a 
process of vectorial orientation, orientation of actions, and sequence 
of these actions according to the orientation; and third, it is a selection 
process that groups, that both groups and separates events and 
distributes them hierarchically into primary and secondary. [ Break] 
[6:00] 


So, again, it's not the fact that the plot is fiction that's troubling; it is 
the fact that the plot pre-exists the act of cinema. And if I take up the 
three characters by which I have just defined the plot, I say, first 
character: totalization of the situation, that would refer, particularly 
to the formula S-A-S; second character, vectorial orientation of 
actions, it typically refers to the formula A-S-A, and selection which 
groups and separates the events and distributes their hierarchy into 
main and secondary, it is the communication of the two forms. 


The dedramatization, well, [7:00] I come back to my theme, it has 
indeed been a constant, a kind of constant ideal of cinema. And in this 
regard, and in this regard, Jean Mitry, there, always has a bit of a 
reaction -- he's seen so much, it's normal for him -- well, all that is... 


"they exaggerate, the little guys", he always says: "the young people, 
they exaggerate because, all that was already done in my time". Very 
difficult to have so many of these reactions, but, all the same, let us 
listen to him: He says: well, we are being told about the de- 
dramatization, that is to say, the dis-intrigue, operated by Italian 
neorealism. Good, very good! But, anyway, I'm going to get you some 
texts out... -- What's boring, already, is that it's more texts than films -- 
but some very beautiful texts from [Louis] come out. Delluc [8:00] 
which consist in telling us what? Which consist of telling us in real 
cinema, the story must result! It must not preexist. It must result from 
the images, it must not lead the images. 


And Delluc goes so far as to speak of a "dust of facts", and he sets out 
the project for a film he wanted to shoot with Germaine Dulac: "La 
Féte espanol" [1920: "Spanish Fiesta"]. And he says : 


"The Spanish Party", there would be a scenario, namely, it is the story 
of two men who fight for a woman, for a woman who, moreover, 
loves another. And so it is a story. But he says that it would be 
necessary to manage to turn it in such a way that there is no privilege 
of [9:00] this line, and that this line only unites events among others . 
That is to say that this line is only a component of "The Spanish 
Festival"; Coming to a dust of facts. See? Claiming the right is off-topic 
and something is in the process of being done, irreducible to the 
scenario. Good. So what ? 


A student: [Inaudible question, no doubt about the production of "The 
Spanish Festival"] 


Deleuze: It was done, but it wasn't done like that. Eh ! This is what is 
very curious! It was, perhaps done... yes, there are perhaps elements 
which go in this direction. Yes, yes, they have it 


turned. Yes, Germaine Dulac shot it, "The Spanish Party". So, I return 
to my theme, we must not forget what Mitry said. [10:00] Well, I'm 
making a little progress. But, really, I ask you to be very, very, always, 
to be very, very patient. 


Me, I say to myself: this story of dedramatization, of breaking with the 
plot, of a new form of image which is no longer either of our two 
poles of the action-image as we have seen them, previously, this is 
something very important. Only, here, if you finally tell me, it has 


always been the obsession of all cinema, I answer, yes, okay! But, on 
the one hand -- 


remark, of course -- was it actually done? If I had, I had only that to 
say, I would not be happy with myself! What I mean is obviously 
something else: namely that, even insofar as it was done partially, 
what is new today is that this dedramatization , as I have just defined 
it, [11:00] this dedramatization serves a purpose and will have an 
effect of which the prior, pre-existing cinema, of which the old cinema 
had no idea. So what is this goal? No doubt, I return to my theme: the 
irruption into a new type of image, into a completely new type of 
image. What kind of picture? Patience ! I resume. I resume. 


SO ! S-A-S is no longer worth. For what ? Because there is indeed a 
situation, but the situation no longer contracts into a main action. 
[Pause] The action, literally, the action no longer takes, almost in the 
sense of the kitchen when we say “something [12:00] takes”. There is 
indeed a situation, that is to say, what is completely suppressed, it is 
this kind of form that I said hourglass or egg cup form. You see, the 
top which is S with parallel or alternating actions, the knot of the 
action, that is to say the duel, and the modified situation. The 
situation no longer takes action, it no longer contracts into a main 
action. That's the first point. 


But, the small form, A-S-A, is not worth more. For what ? Because in 
the small form, A-S-A -- if you remember, that, you have to remember, 
all the same, the previous analyzes a little -- in the small form, A-S-A, 
the actions were prolonged and linked together. 


According to what? [13:00] They were prolonged or linked together 
according to a motor situation, that is to say, generating another 
action: A-S-A'. They were linked together according to a motor 
situation or what I called a line of the universe. Well, here we are now 
that in the dedramatization, the second character -- the first character, 
it was the situation no longer takes or contracts any more in main 
action -- the second character, it is the actions are not linked together 
more according to a motor situation or a line of force or a line of the 
universe. 


Well, we are moving a little bit in the negative. What brought this? 
What brought [14:00] this after the war? Let's liquidate, let's liquidate 
the points that aren't causing so much of a problem. All sorts of factors 
converged so that, after the war, this kind of questioning of the plot 
took place, as elements that pre-exist the shooting of the film itself. 


First -- I say them very quickly -- [Pause] the Hollywood crisis, why 
was it very important, the Hollywood crisis? Very important why? An 
American author says it, it seems to me, very well. This is [Sidney] 
Lumet, L-U-M-E-T. Lumet, he says: you understand, Hollywood, it is 
exactly what we called the city-company. [15:00] A city-company, 
you see what it is. It also existed in France but to a lesser extent. It is 
the city owned by a company, and 


it has always been considered a fantastic means of pressure from 
employers. When the city belongs to the company, for example, 
Peugeot who owns a city or whatever, when the workers are housed 
in dwellings whose owner is the boss, etc., he says think a little . 
Lumet says -- I like this text -- he says, well, yes, Hollywood is exactly 
that. It is a city, it is a company-city; it's a bit of all that, it's a city that 
belongs to production. 


So even from the point of view of an apprehension of the [16:00] city, 
things were not going well. 


Still, there are great Hollywood films about the city. But he says, 
[there is] something they couldn't reach. And it is no coincidence that 
Lumet is a member of what is called, rightly or wrongly, the New York 
school. He says: what is important for us, when we make cinema in 
New York, is precisely that the city is not made for cinema. And that 
cinema can only be done in a city not made for cinema. And he says, 
Lumet: me, I feel like a filmmaker, I feel, really, around cinema, 
precisely because New York is a city with a port that has nothing to do 
with cinema, it It's a city where I go to see ballets that have nothing to 
do with cinema. That's all he's saying: it's not a company town. 


Second element, the kind of shaking, to put it mildly, of the American 
dream. [17:00] Yet I have tried to show the last few times that the 
two forms of the action-image, SAS and ASA, prime corresponded so 
well to the American dream that one should not be surprised that 
those are the forms of American film par excellence. And the 
American dream, you remember, it had two sides: one was S-A-S, the 
other was A-S-A, so it was all perfectly harmonious. The American 
dream was, on the one hand, the idea that America was the crucible of 
minorities, [Pause] namely, the living process by which minorities as 
such constituted a single nation. [Pause] And the second aspect of the 
American dream, responding this time to A-S-A, was the idea that 


[18:00] the situation is changing, but that the real American man 
always knows how to find and build the habitus or the response to 
changing circumstances, unless you are a loser, a born loser. So. 


Well, when the minorities took on an awareness, a very particular 
awareness after the war where the theme of the founding crucible of a 
nation could no longer survive, when on the other hand, the theme of 
"the good American" is the one who shows the appropriate behavior 
[19:00] to the situation, whatever the situation -- it's the billionaire 
who loses his billionaire and who becomes a billionaire again, etc. etc 
eh ! -- All that fell, of course. A whole mode of narrative also fell. 


Third character -- there, I'm mixing everything up -- the technical 
evolution in all fields, both in cinema, from both the sound and visual 
point of view: cinemascope, synchronization, and outside the cinema, 
the rise of images of all kinds, TV image, image... in short, the whole 
list of images which led, both [20:00] negative and positive, to a kind 
of crisis of the image. And no doubt, this crisis of the image is going to 
be very, very fundamental for us since in what we have left to do, 
that's what, that's what we're going to have to analyze. 


Small four: the parallel evolution of other arts, and in particular, the 
novel. The disappearance, also the questioning of the plot and the 
narrative in the novel. And there, the Americans were well placed. 


Because, certainly, the greatest has made this questioning, and the 
first who led and carried out this questioning in a set of works, it is 
[John] Dos Passos. And Dos Passos 


[21:00] leads this questioning, what? before the cinema, in my 
opinion, -- This is the case. It doesn't stop. Sometimes it's one, 
sometimes it's the other that is ahead -- but, by calling on 
cinematographic procedures. So that the fairly famous Dos Passos 
novels, or at least his great trilogy, USA, will be interspersed, the 
chapters will be interspersed with what Dos Passos calls: news, on the 
one hand, on the other hand: biography, documentary biography ; on 
the other hand, finally: eye of the camera. We will see, presently, what 
this questioning of plot and narrative consisted of in Dos Passos. 


Dos Passos, we, we knew him in France, [22:00] roughly the general 
public -- he was probably known before by a certain number of 
people, by a minority -- but the arrival of Dos Passos in France, it's 


done in the kind of exaltation of the Liberation, and one of those who 
made Dos Passos known to the general public, it was Sartre who, 
really, took it as a kind of model. 


For Sartre, Dos Passos was the greatest living novelist, the greatest 
contemporary novelist. Good. He tried to apply Dos Passos in his own 
novels, the methods of Dos Passos. Obviously, we cannot, we cannot 


apply. 


But finally, for us, it came to us relatively late. Because here, I am 
doing, I am specifying something because it is a matter of fact and will 
be very useful to us later. On the other hand, in Italy, Dos Passos had 
been known for a long time, [23:00] for much longer. For what ? 
Because a great Italian author, namely, [Cesare] Pavése, had 
translated the Americans and, in particular, had translated Dos Passos. 
So much so that when we witness the strange crossover between the 
new American cinema and Italian neorealism, we will have to take 
into account a certain -- I'm not saying it was the only one -- a certain 
Dos Passos' influence on Italian cinema, even if Italian cinema, then in 
a completely different way, in turn exercises a fundamental influence 
on modern American cinema. And after all, if there is a film [24:00] of 
Italian neorealism that tells this in its indirect way, what is it? It's 
Paisa by Rossellini. 


Because "Paisa" by Rossellini, what is it? It is a series of independent 
meetings, already with a very strong questioning of the plot, a series 
of independent meetings between an American and an Italian. 


Now, there, we find a new illustration of what I was saying about "M 
le maudit" by Lang. When you ask yourself what is the real duel in a 
film, what is the real settling of the score, you have to see that there is 
always a settling of scores which is external to the film itself but very 
internal to the story of the cinema, and that in the duel of "M le 
maudit", there is, [25:00] 


exterior to the film and interior to the cinema, Lang's duel vis-a-vis 
German expressionism, that is to say his farewell to expressionism. 
And in Rossellini's "Paisa", there are all these duels and all these 
encounters between Italian and American and more deeply, outside 
the film and inside the whole history of cinema, there is the 
confrontation in which Rossellini thinks he is able to bring a cinema 
that will break with the old fashioned American cinema. 


Claire Parnet : [ Inaudible] [26 :00] 


Deleuze: Yes, yes, yes, there would be that all the time, I believe, at ... 
[Deleuze does not finish the sentence] So, you see, what I'm saying is 
all sorts of elements , and then I forget, 


and then there was the war, but I'm not going to talk about that, how 
the war..., I don't want to talk about it now. So, let's try to say and 
well, what does it consist of then, I specify, you see the situation is 
complicated, because I have already alluded to Italian neorealism 
several times. Alright, I'll digress on that. And indeed, it is they, who 
above all, launched the theme of 


[27:00] dedramatization or suppression or questioning of the plot. 
Alright, it's them, but we're putting it aside, we're putting it aside for 
now. 


Because if we consider that there has been an impact on American 
cinema, what I need to do is push, it's to act as if -- I'm doing, for the 
moment, I'm doing a kind of dead end. 


I have a reason for doing so, because I believe that Italian neorealism, 
in certain aspects, has gone so far that, precisely, it has already 
passed, it has already exceeded everything I have yet to say. So I'm 
forced to disregard it for the moment -- so even if it's fictional, I'm 
only dealing with a continuity in American [28:00] cinema, saying: 
okay, there was the influence of neorealism. In what ? Well, we don't 
know yet... That's not what interests me. What interests me is how, 
whatever the influence of neorealism on American cinema, how this 
recent American cinema has thus broken with the two forms of action- 
images, and the break being made on both following themes -- once 
again, we're holding on, just -- that's what I want to thread into a 
fictional continuity, the break being made in this: there is no longer a 
situation capable of being concentrated in a main action , and on the 
other hand, there is no longer any sequence of action following a 
motor situation or a line of the universe. So, [29:00] and there, I only 
deal with American cinema. 


Well, the first aspect: indeed, the situation no longer takes in a 
principal action, no longer contracts in a principal action. In other 
words -- it comes to the same thing -- the situation has ceased to be 
collective. There is no longer a collective totality. And yet, there is 
indeed a kind of totality, but it is a dispersive totality. -- But here, I 
would like to go quickly because I know, I don't realize if I have to... if 


I go too quickly, you tell me, I'm fine, but we have so much to do. -- In 
other words, the collective totality was that totality which united all 
its elements in such a way as to bring them together in a principal 
action. Well, in a certain cinema, it's over, in a certain American 
cinema. [30:00] 


What appears? There is, however, totality, but to every new type. 
There is still a narrative, but of a completely new type, a narrative 
that should no longer be called collective but dispersive. There is 
indeed a narration, if we insist on it, but then, is it still a narration? It 
is a dispersive narrative. There is indeed a totality. It is a dispersive 
totality. And after all, this idea of a dispersive totality was already the 
fundamental idea of Dos Passos. The USA trilogy included a first book: 
The 42nd parallel; the subject was a latitude. [31:00] The second 
volume was called 1919, it was a moment. The third was called La 
grosse galette, The Big Money. 


Good. And what was this story made of? In what way was it a 
dispersive narrative, a dispersive totality? 


It was that there was no longer a main character, there was no longer 
a secondary character. 


Among the successes of Dos Passos, that seems to me to be something 
very, very... We had an equivalent in France, an equivalent attempt, 
that was Jules Romain, [32:00] Les Hommes de Bon Volontaire. In my 
opinion, it didn't work. Well, I don't know, but, well, it doesn't matter. 


GOOD. There was a school in France of poets and novelists, roughly 
contemporary with Dos Passos. They were called the Unanimists, a 
very, very interesting school. They made some 


manifestos. It's all very interesting. It would be necessary to compare, 
Dos Passos and the unanimists, but finally we do not have time. 


So what's going on? It is multiple characters, full of characters, but 
which come into the background and then fade away. They hold a 
chapter, they will be the main character, and then they will slip into 
the state of the secondary character, in the next chapter. And then 
between these characters, there will sometimes be interference, 
[33:00] sometimes no interference at all. Interference, even when it is 
there, will be kept to a minimum. A character is treated in a chapter 


as a main character, and then he becomes a secondary character, that 
is to say, we learn from the new main character: oh yes, that he got 
married. Then he will reappear, but now he is no longer married. 
There's an ellipsis there. All that ! Good. This is the very, very simple 
first character of the Dos Passos technique. 


I say in the cinema, it took a while. Because, who is the purest? The 
purest... I can't say disciple since he doesn't apply, Dos Passos. What is 
found in current American cinema? What found the techniques of Dos 
Passos 


[34:00] at the level of cinema and made it cinematic reality? It's 
[Robert] Altman, Altman, that's it! That's it. [Pause] And the kind of... 
not just in Altman, but in all this cinema that I'm going to talk about, 
a constant theme. I mean both in [Sidney] Lumet and in [John] 
Cassavetes and in Altman very strong, you have the theme: there are 
no more main characters, nor secondary characters. In other words, 
you will not introduce any kind of hierarchy into the story. A main 
character, provisionally main, the main character is only the first of 
the secondary characters [35:00] at a given moment. The secondary 
character is himself the main one, at least virtually, etc., all that 
theme you find, again not just in Altman. It is very important, as for a 
negation, it is very simple, if you like, it is very simple. But, the 
techniques are simple. 


This is very important from the point of view of a kind of criticism of 
the narrative. 


Now there are a lot of Altman's films, but the two films, at least the 
main ones, as regards this technique of dispersive reality or of 
dispersive totality where there is no longer either main or secondary, 
it is obviously "Nashville" [1975], with a city as subject, and not just 
any city, but the city of a certain music, [36:00] we'll see why that's 
very, very important; and the other, more restrained, another great 
film by Altman, "A Wedding" [1978; "A Wedding"] where Altman 
details, with great contentment, the existence of forty-eight characters, 
while saying you have no reason to consider this one as main 
compared to this one who would be secondary. 


And there is the whole theme of Altman which is obviously related to 
cinemascope and which is related to synchronous sound. There are the 
famous techniques of the eight sound tracks of Altman of "Nashville", 
well all kinds of things, I do not develop these, all these points. But 
the whole Altman theme, 


[37:00] manage to put several stagings in one, that is the formula of 
dispersive totality. He will use, he will use very varied technical 
means: sometimes the depth of field, but it is not forced! The depth of 
field, it was not made especially for that. I mean, it's a very original 
use of depth of field, using it to create a dispersive effect. On the 
contrary, there are authors who use the depth of field to make the 
contraction and to have effects of the maximum contraction. And 
sometimes it's not 


not the depth of field. For example, "Nashville" is much more flat, 
spreading. The depth of field, it appears very strongly in a third film 
which is 


"California Split". Well, finally... 


And I would say this, [38:00] is the first definition. So let's introduce, 
try to do the concept of the word like this. This is the first 
determination of what, it seems to me, can be called a "news item". 
We will see how we will have to find all sorts of determinations of the 
news item. I would say the first determination of the news item, of 
what is called a "news item", is that it is an event taken from a 
dispersive reality. [ Break] 


Now, the city as a dispersive reality, I think that really implied the 
exit from Hollywood. 


Notice that it involves all of that; already feel how all the themes are 
linked together. [39:00] 


It also implies a completely different understanding of minorities, 
neighborhoods following minorities, neighborhoods of minorities. 
There, it is no longer a question of a crucible on the nation, huh! on 
the nation, the new way, American way. It's not that at all anymore. 
It's a real... it's really the patchwork story. Well, that's the first point, I 
think. Here, Iam quoting Altman because it is the one that seems to 
have gone the furthest, but it is not the only one, in this kind of new 
dispersive narrative of which, at the limit, we must say to ourselves, 
but once again, is is this still a story? Is there still action? Or does this 
spraying of action, this dust of facts, to use Delluc's expression, what 
does that bring us to? [40:00] 


I always say, at the moment, we can only define it negatively, and it's 


curious, because you see my suspicion. Maybe the Americans couldn't 
get out of it or at least couldn't get out of it yet. If there is... what is 
the positive reverse side of this approach, of this bursting of the 
narrative etc., it is still to be found for us. 


Well, I say second character. So, you will search in vain for an S-A-S 
structure since indeed, there is no longer any main action. Literally, 
the situation no longer takes in a main action. Second character of this 
cinema: while the city in the old cinema, I say the city in Hollywood 
cinema, it is very fundamental, but it is truly a collective totality. If 
you take "La Foule" by [King] Vidor [41:00] and the end of "La Foule", 
the kind of burst of laughter, there, the great burst of laughter in 
which everything melts, you have the apprehension of the crowd as a 
collective whole. In another film by Vidor, by the way, there is a scene 
where the same expression of astonishment is on the face of an 
average American, the face of a Black, the face of a Chinese. This is 
really the idea of the city-crucible. 


Claire Parnet : [ Inaudible] 
Deleuze: Maybe, maybe, maybe. In this case, it is a great precursor. 


The second character is, this time, undertaking the character of the 
direct questioning of A-S-A, namely not only is there a dispersive 
reality, [42:00] but the actions are no longer linked according to a 
line of force, following a line of the universe. And that is very 
important, so that the events are like floating, linked by what? Linked, 
then, linked to chance. Let us keep, for the moment, the word chance, 
here again, purely from the negative in appearance. And what will it 
give us? I said earlier dispersive reality or dispersive totality, there, at 
this 


second level, it's a little bit different, but you feel how connected it is. 
And we will pass from the first character to the second, there, of 
which I speak now, as if on its own, as if quite naturally. What will it 
be? [43:00] 


I would say this time, it is no longer the formula of dispersive reality, 
it is the formula: the stroll. 


The walk ! The stroll is a movement-image. It is not just a moving 
image. 


Take ! I find something that I just suggested earlier. The walk has two 
meanings: the walk is a good walk yes, okay, but it is also the dance 
poem, the little song, the dance refrain! Well, let's keep it, we'll see, 
we'll see what happens. For the moment, I take "ride", yes, it's the ride; 
it means a succession of events that are no longer chained together 
[44:00] following a line or a fiber of the universe, following a motor 
situation, but which seem to chain together at random during the 
walk. And what is this? 


Deleuze: [A student wants to ask a question] Not right away, if that 
doesn't matter; is it in a hurry? 


unless, not right away, otherwise... And what is that? I quote like this, 
but each of you may have another list. Of course, much more, I 
specify. The events are chained as if by chance. What does it mean ? 
It's because the ride has taken on a special meaning, and it no longer 
looks like a German trip. It no longer looks like a spiritual journey, 
[45:00] a sentimental journey or a training journey. No. Not at all, 
training. Wenders' ballads still retain an aspect, I do not say to 
diminish the novelty of Wenders, but his novelty is clearly elsewhere. 
At Wenders, there is indeed a German tradition by which the stroll 
remains, in fact, something initiatory, formative, Bildung. And there, 
in American cinema, the ride, nothing at all! It's a ride. 


It is a walk with a succession of sequences as if by chance. 


Note that here too, I have multiplied precautions. In the Beatnik 
generation, the walk, it is still formative and initiatory, Kerouac, and 
God knows, there, we should be able to talk about that, 


[46:00] but there are too many things, the importance of Kerouac in 
cinema. Kerouac was a fantastic improviser, both at the level of direct 
cinema and every time he appeared on a screen, it's prodigious. But 
for him, the theme of the walk remains inseparable from a kind of 
formative journey, an initiatory journey. So I'm talking about a 
generation after Beatnik... [ End of tape] [46:30] [ See the brief 
discussion of this generation after in L'Image-Mouvement, p. 280] 


Part 2 


... fundamental, the walk in the city, the urban walk. Or there then, 
the non-training aspect is infinitely underlined, and that implies a 
space which is the space of the walk, and which you can find very, 
very realized in a very different way. And I quote, there fortunately, I 
quote a film which I did not see because I believe that it was not 
distributed in France, therefore I speak on index card. 


[47:00] But it fascinates me, it's a film by Lumet. Lumet, New York 
School, a film by Lumet, and indeed, Lumet is famous, why? Not only 
for its relationship with the theater and with the Actors Studio, but for 
its break with the Actors Studio, and for a certain urban cinema. And 
what are Lumet's urban spaces? It's beams, warehouses, a strange 
space, almost any space as we said there. [See the discussion of Lumet 
as well as Altman and Scorsese in L’Image-Mouvement, p. 281-282] 
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But in one of the first Lumets, which is called "Bye Bye Braverman", 
and which therefore, I have not seen, the file says -- the file that I 
read, says -- that it is four intellectuals Jews [48:00] crossing New 
York to go and bury a friend. Yes, that must mean something to you 
because it is, it is... We would find these types of scenarios. And then 
they go through the neighborhoods, and things happen. Well, things 
are happening. I'm not done with this short summary, I'm not finished 
with "Bye Bye Braverman", because there is a scene that seems 
extraordinary to me -- 


what a relief to be able to talk about a movie without having seen it 
[Laughs] — it's a very, very beautiful scene that I could only talk about 
later. [Laughs] So "Bye Bye Braverman", typical example. 


Second example: you all know it, "Taxi Driver" by [Martin] Scorsese. [ 
Break] 


[49:00] Third example: a number of Cassavetes films, notably "Gloria" 


[1980], "Le Bal des vauriens" [1975: "The Killing of a Chinese 
Bookie"], "La promenade des Sans Espoirs" [1961; "The Too Late 
Blues"]. [Pause] Fourth example: a lot of Woody Allen films to the 
point that, in a way, Woody Allen would be the burlesque version of 


the strolling movie, each having its own style, each having... 


But hey, enough examples, how to define the ride, then? What does it 
mean ? 


Events, events that follow one another [50:00] as if by chance. It's still 
too vague. We are left in limbo today. It's okay, okay, not too vague. 
It's not possible, all that. What does it mean ? Well, here's what that 
means. Lots of things happen to these people on the go. But what 
happens to them -- and feel it's a very particular lifestyle -- what 
happens to them is not theirs. Events arise, situations are formed. I 
can't even say that they are indifferent to it. 


Sometimes they are vaguely indifferent to it, vaguely, as if they were 
only half concerned. It's brand new! Do you realize? In relation to 
acting, you immediately sense [51:00] a new generation of actors. If it 
is a question of finding the actors capable of playing the events as 
they do not belong to the one to whom they happen, you need other 
techniques than the Actors Studio. 


And yet it can come from the Actors Studio. Finally, the bustle of the 
Actor Studio, the type who does not stop, who does not stop 
internalizing the situation, that is to say, making the event his own, it 
will no longer work. Another style of actor will be born. The guy who, 
literally, the event arises on him, but does not really belong to him, 
even if it is his death! And we cannot say that he is indifferent. He will 
act, he will react. In this sense, he remains a good American. 
Sometimes he will react with extreme violence, and at the same time, 
it only half concerns him. The event does not take place 


[52:00] not in himself, even if it is his death, even if it is his suffering. 
The event does not belong to him! 


Now, that was the second great character of Dos Passos' story. People 
were becoming billionaires, losing their fortunes, okay! It's not that it 
didn't affect them, we can't say that, but it affected them in a 
perpetually cushioned mode. They saw their death coming. 


It was like in a car accident, where you see her. -- God, I'll need that 
to figure out what I want to achieve. -- You know, we see it, we see it 
coming. That's how we get out of it. But we see her, she's there, 
[53:00] then good, but that doesn't concern me. In all car accidents, 
you know, there's that moment when time stretches out. We 
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see, we are calm. It's after that we tremble, but all calm, we see. Well, 
that's all, it's not mine. I know that this event will cost me my life, it 
does not belong to me. This event gives me fortune, oh yes, okay, it 
does not belong to me. 


What is this manner to speak concretely? Back to Altman, "California 
Split". If there was a main theme, it would be the game and the 
players. There is no main event, you will all the better understand 
why. Players win, lose, they act, [54:00] they are only half concerned. 
And at the end of "California Split," there's one of the characters, 
which I can't call main because he's really not main -- Altman is as 
much interested in what's in the depth of field, that is to say the crowd 
and not at all to the two players -- but one of the two players has 
made a big win and finishes, and that seems very symbolic to me, 
that's part of the sentences symbols that light up a film, the player 
says: "and the worst, the worst is that it doesn't have much of an effect 
on me. ". Yet he will behave as tradition dictates. He will say if 
necessary: “Oh good, I won”, or he will say: “Oh I lost”. These are 
characters who keep wanting to get rid of the event. [55:00] There 
you go! 


The event is never theirs. The event lands on them, chooses them for a 
moment, and then it is a following event that will choose them in 
turn. So they are going to lose their fortune, and at Dos Passos, it is 
absolutely like that. It is absolutely like that. It is this impression that 
the event only happens surprisingly dampened. 


So I say, that is very, very important for cinema, both from the point 
of view of creation, of staging, and from the point of view of acting. 
Yes, it's a new breed of actors, it's a new type of directing. I'm taking 
the Cassavetes case because it's there almost... [56:00] or else the 
case, the "Taxi Driver" case, Scorsese, you can apply it there, this taxi 
driver, who is doing his ballad , his taxi ride. He sees the city 
perpetually at the height of a man. This time it is no longer the 
skyscrapers and the low-angle shots; it is the horizontal city, it is the 
lying city, it is not the standing city. It is the dispersive city. It is the 
succession of districts. It is not the collective city. And at the same 
time, everything he sees, almost through his rear view mirror, events, 
"as long as it doesn't pass in his taxi", as a driver says -- taxi drivers, 
they are very like that : “you can do whatever you want apart from 
my taxi”, good; "my taxi, that's my home" -- but everything he sees on 
the sidewalks, events that don't belong to him [57:00]. And when he 
acts, because at the same time it's going around in his head, all these 
events that don't belong to him, these are actions that hardly belong to 


him, he pretends: killing someone, until when he is really going to go 
to the kill. He makes the big kill. She doesn't belong to him anymore. 
The day before, he wanted to kill himself. His suicide does not belong 
to him any more than his assassinations. And following his killing, he 
will become a national hero; national hero, what? 


For two days, yes, we are going to talk about him for three days, two 
days, civilization as they say, civilization of the image. And then he 
will have these things as memories, the event never belonged to him. 
[58:00] 


And it's in a different way with his own style than with Cassavetes, 
that also appears, this type of man, this type of film-walking, namely 
the event that does not belong to the one to whom he is coming. -- I'm 
sorry, I have to go to the secretariat, you're not leaving, you're not 
leaving, because I won't be long... [Recording interrupted] [58:19] 
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... that’s terrible, [Deleuze comes back and the students have 
dispersed] pass me a cigarette, will you? [ Break ; room sounds] I 
would like a bell. [Pause] So, as always, that's the basis of injustice 
because I can only go after those who are there, so it's not fair, 
[59:00] because that I don't care if they leave, but since they're going 
to come back, that doesn't matter to me. [ Break ; a student says to 
him: Five past twelve.] Shit [Pause] ... Oh, that doesn't make them 
move, does it? They take their little coffees, then!... 


Well, then, I say if we tried to form a concept of news item, I believe 
that there would be three determinations -- it would be good for a 
baccalaureate dissertation, it would make three parts, what -- I was 
saying the news item is first and foremost a series of events taken 
from a dispersive reality. 


[60:00] This is the first character. Second character is the event -- 
thank you very much 


[Someone speaks to him from the back of the room] yes, yes, yes -- 
second character, it's the event in the making. — [Students arrive late] 
There you go, well there you go, and there are only two of them, it's 
not gay that -- the event in the making, and feel that it's linked. And 
third character: the event that does not belong or only half belongs to 
the one to whom it happens. But why does that interest me, not only 
the way in which we pass naturally from one of these senses to the 


other, but why does that interest me from the point of view of 
cinema? 


Because I take the example, so very quickly that... I take the example 
of this author, Cassavetes. 


[Pause] [61:00] Well, there is a whole part of his work, too, it's Actors 
Studio and then a break with the Actors Studio. [Pause] He also goes 
through a number of films, the most famous of which is "Shadows" 
[1959] -- is that how it's pronounced? -- "Shadows", which is 
particularly famous, and which claims to be... What? Live cinema. No, 
not exactly, more complex than that, but direct cinema is so complex, 
so we can say: tending towards a kind of direct cinema. There is a 
modicum of intrigue though, [Pause] [62:00] -- they're killing me! [ 
Break ; there are noises that irritate Deleuze, from outside the room 
and perhaps the return of the students, with the noise of the chairs] -- 
... There is a minimum of intrigue, namely the theme c He's a black 
man who doesn't seem to be black, and who has a brother who is 
really black. A girl who is their sister, who also doesn't look black. She 
falls in love, and vice versa, with a white man. And Cassavetes insists 
a lot on that. What is important is that it takes place in New York, 
because New York is the city where racial barriers are the least 
explicit. [63:00] See, this is not pre-existing, liberal city, liberal city of 
all. But suggests Cassavetes, the micro-barriers, the barriers that are 
made at the moment, even if it means coming undone at another time, 
are all the more striking. And a whole racism gains in latency what it 
has lost in direct expression and in institution. 


And so, in "Shadows", there is going to be the big scene, when 
everyone is reunited, but you are going to see that this reunion is 
precisely in the mode of dispersive reality and that the white man in 
love realizes to see the really [64:00] black brother, of the girl he 
loves, that the girl is black herself. So go play a whole thing where 
Cassavetes, who nevertheless took professional actors, says, following 
his own technique, that he leaves the actors as many improvisations as 
possible from this canvas. The event in progress! 


But my question is: why, in another part of his work, Cassavetes 
switches to another structure? Namely, this time, it is no longer the 
event in the making; it is the event that typically does not belong to 
the one to whom it happens, "Gloria" [1980]. 
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"Gloria", the screenplay is exemplary. The Mafia liquidates an entire 
family, an entire [65:00] Puerto Rican family in my memory, and the 
only thing saved from this family is a little boy whom the parents had 
time to drive out of the apartment and entrust to a neighboring 
building. And the neighbor of the building finds herself in an 
impossible situation, the little boys, she has nothing to do with them, 
she doesn't like it. She doesn't like children, and she's got this kid 
clinging to her. This is typical, you understand; I cite this example, 
because the event does not belong to him. 


She is in a situation that does not belong to her. It doesn't belong to 
the kid either. The situation is not theirs. It will be trained, there are 
actions, that is to say it is not at all passive, but it is only half 
concerned. Well though she's half concerned, she's going to play the 
gun. She's going to murder a lot of people. 


And there will be a type of image that in "Gloria" really struck me. 
[66:00] The image: she is being chased by people from the mafia who 
want to liquidate the little kid, and so she herself is doomed. She 
was..., She's the former mistress of a mafia guy. All of these are 
situations, if you will, that have lost none of their intensity. The actor 
himself is very active, she walks around the city. She goes for a walk 
because she has to flee. And then there are types of images, so very, 
very Cassavetes. She arrives in a small restaurant, where there is no 
one; and she gets served, and by the time she turns her head, there are 
mafia types who are at a table, as if the event was suddenly filled, the 
space was suddenly filled by the event. She is pushed towards, so she 
runs away, etc. And it doesn't stop. But she's not affected. She will be 
murdered in the end, unconcerned, or half-concerned [67:00]. 


Once again, I cannot find any other formula: the event does not 
belong to him. 


The event concerns his life, his death, but it does not belong to him. 


In another case, "Le Bal des Vauriens" [1976; "The Killing of a Chinese 
Bookie"]. There is a very, very amazing character. The film begins, "Le 
Bal des vauriens", in my memory it begins like this: there is a rather 
charming guy, very charming, but he is a very special charm, the 
charm of a man to whom things happen which do not belong to him. 
It can give a charm. It can give poor guys. It has a side, yes, the poor 
guy. The heroes of Dos Passos, the insignificant, but also it can give 
very, very strange charms. And so there, in "Le Bal des vauriens", 
good... He starts by [68:00] looking for girls; he is, in addition, patron 
of a cabaret. It brings together three girls. But he doesn't take them, 


like... he acted, he went to the trouble of getting the three girls 
together, but he has nothing to say to them, and he has nothing to do 
with it. 


It only half concerns him, so he starts playing. It doesn't concern him 
either. He loses. 


Alright, he loses. Good, but I take this impression very badly, you feel, 
it's a funny atmosphere. It's really the film-walk, even inner walk. 
Events are linked randomly. He loses, and he doesn't even try to 
repay. There also it does not belong to him so much. Suddenly, then, 
the mafia, again, said to him: “well, you are going to kill someone for 
us”. Well, he's going to kill a poor Chinese man, [69:00] and the 
whole movie goes on like that. Very curious, this type of character. 


What's going on in there, I say? So I draw my parallels because it will 
help me to... you feel, we are still moving towards results that I would 
like to be much more positive. But I'm not sure, once again, that 
current American cinema gives it to us. It will take a change of 
atmosphere to bring out the positive results of all this. 
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I say all the same, in France, in my opinion, there is a guy who 
succeeded in that, with completely different means, who succeeded, 
who also used this theme of the event which does not belong to the 
one to who happens and who made a film of very, very great charm 
and with a particular type of actor: it's Truffaut. If you think of "Tire 
sur le pianiste", very, very typical, I see great resemblances between 
the Cassavetes cinema [70:00] and the Truffaut cinema, without, I 
suppose, without direct influence of one on the other. ‘other. But it 
seems to me very... those who have seen or re-watched "Shoot the 
Piano Player", it's very dirty. The type and the charm, there of the 
actor, that is to say of 


[Charles] Aznavour is very much of this type, a type who is only ever 
half-concerned. The event arises on him, inhabits him for a moment, 
then it is another event. You can't say he's letting himself go. Again, 
the heroine of "Gloria" she does not let herself go at all. She shoots, 
she protects the child. Well, she wants to get rid of the child. But 
somehow they just keep getting rid of the event instead of making it 
their own. 


They are anti-Stoics, if I said..., if I wanted to say something... 


Stoicism is: 


“make your own the event that happens to you”, and in a way, ina 
completely different style, [71:00] 


the Actors Studio, he does not stop, he does not stop doing, “how to 
make his own the event that happens to him” or that is supposed to 
happen to him. Well, that's not it. It's not that. It is very curious. At 
Truffaut, I see that in "Tire sur le pianiste" and in the trilogy, in the 
trilogy: "Stolen kisses", "L'Amour conjugal" and the third, I don't know 
what ["Domicile conjugal", 1970] . And it is not by chance that an 
actor then, if I quote a French actor, an actor of the Jean-Pierre Léaud 
type, is fundamentally the character of this film-walk. This is our 
version of that. Voila. You extend on your own, huh? 


I insist, I forgot a lot of things in [Sidney] Lumet. There are plenty of 
walking movies like that. Even "A Dog's Afternoon" [1975; "Dog Day 
Afternoon"], the ride, it's shrunken, if you remember the movements 
of "Dog Day Afternoon". Amazing. Surprising, the kind of [72:00] 
ballet between the big room of the bank and the street. There's a 
whole ride movie, and the poor guy played by [Al] Pacino, the poor 
guy there, who... he's not even concerned. 


Yet he acts. God, let him act, he sequesters. His friend will be killed, 

and then the big trip then to the airfield, all that. Lumet had already 
achieved that with "Serpico" [1973]. He will find it with "The Prince 

of New York". There would be plenty, plenty of examples of this type 
of film. 


Hence third character. See, my first character was about this new 
mode of 


“narrative” was reality or dispersive totality; second character, which 
destroyed S-A-S, second character, it was the [73:00] film-balade, 
which this time supposes a rupture of the other formula A-S-A. 
Because once again, the events are no longer linked along a universe 
line. And you see why they seem to chain together randomly. They 
don't just happen randomly. They "seem" to be chained together at 
random because they do not hold, in the sense of holding, they do not 
hold the individual on which they arise. This death makes me die, and 
yet it is not mine. This wealth comes to me, and yet it is not mine. 
Again, the end of it all is "California Split" [1974, by Robert Altman], 
"and to say that doesn't even affect me". And again, it's not 
indifference, that's why I can't say it. It's not indifference, [74:00] it's 
much more belonging, that is, non-belonging. Now that was fully, eh, 


in Dos Passos at the level of literature. That's why I have the 
impression that they find something 
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one thing, that it's one of the rare cases where literacy... not one of the 
rare cases, moreover, it's a case where literature has had a certain 
number of years ahead of cinema. 


Good, third character that remains for us to do. How to explain ? I 
mean there is still a problem: how to explain these two aspects, 
dispersive reality and movement of the walk without formation, that 
is to say without belonging? Ben there, without doubt, it is the 
strongest of Dos Passos. Because, in fact, what is the danger? The 
danger of dispersive reality or the film-walk, we cross a city with the 
patchwork of neighborhoods, [75:00] it's a kind of dispersion which 
means that we simply baptize "novel" in the singular, several novels or 
several news. Dispersive or not, there has to be a unity, otherwise it's 
not worth it. There has to be a unity of dispersion, so it is as if I were 
compiling a collection of short stories. But the Dos Passos trilogy has 
nothing to do with a collection of short stories. 


It is a novel, and it is a new form of unity of a novel. So I say: where is 
the unity? 


Both from the point of view of the dispersive reality and from the 
point of view of the walk, the walk without belonging, and from the 
point of view of the relationship between the two. [Pause] [76:00] 


This is where I come to a technique, the technique of Dos Passos 
which consists of inserting between its chapters news, biographies, 
“eyes of the camera”. And for him, it's not the same thing. Because, I 
believe and here I am not inventing anything because it was very well 
shown by precisely someone who at the liberation was very close to 
Sartre, who is Claude-Edmonde Magny, and who had written a book, 
who is remained, which remained a very important book under the 
title 


"The age of the American novel" where she insisted enormously, at the 
editions of Seuil [1948], where she insisted enormously on a 
comparison between American novel and American cinema. And she 
analyzes very well the function of these bizarre elements [77:00] in 
Dos Passos: news, biography, eye of the camera. We will see ; I read 
you for those who do not know Dos Passos, but I think that, here, in 


"La Grosse Galette" [1936, The Big Money], the first news. I read, I 
read slowly, slowly but quickly. [Laughs] [See the reference to 
Magny's text in L'Image-Mouvement, p. 281, as well as the description 
of the techniques of Dos Passos] 


“Yankee doodle, Yankee doodle, that melody. Colonel House arrives 
from Europe. He appears to be a very sick man. Yankee doodle, this 
melody. To conquer space and see from the distance. - But hasn't the 
time come” [78:00] -- we would have to change the voice each time — 
“But hasn't the time come for the owners of newspapers to join a 
movement of general interest to appease worried minds, certainly by 
giving them all the news but without insisting on the disasters in 
sight. - Situation unchanged as the struggle widens. - They allowed the 
government steel cartel to trample on the democratic rights they had 
so often claimed to be the sacred heritage of the people of this 
country. - 


Yankee doodle, this melody, yankee doodle, this melody. I stand up 
and shout, ‘Hooray’. - 


The only survivors of the crew of the Schooner Onato are imprisoned 
upon their arrival in Philadelphia. - The president who is better is 
working in his sick room. USA, I arrive, and I say: - it would be a 
question of gagging the press. That no country is more admirable! 
Charles M. 


Schwab, [79:00] back from Europe, had lunch at the White House. He 
said the country was prosperous but could be more. Unfortunately too 
many commissions of inquiry meddle in what does not concern them. 
That my country from California to Manhattan Island. » 
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This is a Dos Passos news. What does that mean? That actuality, what 
he will call actuality, is first of all between two chapters, between two 
chapters which deal with characters. You remember “there is no more 
character”! Here are the two acquired for the moment, there is no 
longer a main character and a secondary character on the one hand. 
On the other hand, the events that occur do not belong, or only half 
belong, to those to whom they happen. Thereupon: between chapter. 
News what is it? It's a kind of potpourri, fragments of newspaper 
articles, [80:00] songs in progress at the time, popular songs, 
classified ads, announcements. This is the news. 


The fictionalized or non-fictionalized biographies, the biographies that 
also fit between the chapters, it is for example a biography of Ford 
that suddenly arises. Well, a biography of a man who was important 
at the time or a biography of an actor, an actress. 


“The eye of the camera” is more complex. It fits in too, and what is it? 
It is generally a kind of interior monologue, which is not held by the 
secondary or main character in question [81:00], but which is held by 
an anonymous person in a supposed crowd. For example, a character 
is on the station platform and is waiting for the train, we know that he 
is waiting for so and so, another character at Dos Passos. The eye of 
the camera will be the interior monologue of someone who is also on 
the station platform, but who absolutely does not know the character, 
the characters in question, and who unwinds his interior monologue. 
See? 


[ See the analysis of this same point in L’Image-Mouvement, pp. 
281-282] 


Here are three processes: the biography, the eye of the camera, the 
news. What does he expect, Dos Passos? This is what runs through the 
whole book. For what ? Because he doesn't make them randomly, 
these newsreels or these camera-eye interior monologues; he does not 
make them at all by chance. Sometimes it prefigures, sometimes 
[82:00] it anticipates, something that closely or remotely resembles an 
event that goes, with little dashes, not-belonging-to-the-character-to- 
which-it-happens. It becomes a diabolical technique. It seems to me, it 
can... it's not collage, it's not cut-up. In my opinion, it is a very 
effective technique which is close at the same time, which borrows 
elements of collage, elements of cut-up; it's a very, very curious 
technique, and what does that mean? What does that mean ? 


Well, now is the time to, why? [83:00] That's why? I would say that 
these three elements, well, they do have something in common. It's 
cliches. Let's call it cliches. It's cliches, floating cliches, anonymous 
cliches. [Pause] Biographies of great men, interior monologue by an 
anonymous person. Clichés, clichés everywhere; clichés everywhere, 
and that is to say images everywhere. It is the world of cliché-images, 
the world conceived as a vast production of the cliché-image. [84:00] 
And the shots can be sound or optical. Sound clips: words; optical 
shots: visual images. But much more, they can be interior or exterior. 
There are no fewer clichés in our heads than on the walls. And this is 
what Claude-Edmonde Magny shows very well, namely, as she says: 
“the characters of Dos Passos, they have no inner soul. » 


What does it mean ? Inside them, there is the same thing as outside, 
namely cliches and nothing but cliches. And when they are in love, it 
is in a way, it is as if in them- 
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themselves, they were telling [85:00] in the most stereotypical way in 
the world to someone else the feelings they are experiencing. Because 
the feelings they experience are themselves clichés. And when I say 
the cliché can be interior or exterior, it is in us, no less our body, and 
our head, it is full of clichés no less than them. So we must not blame 
the walls, we must not blame the posters. We produce posters as much 
as posters produce us. Clichés, and there is only that. It's a rather 
pessimistic vision, but we'll see what we can learn from it, all that. We 
swim in the negative, in all that. Clichés everywhere, clichés which 
float, which turn into mental clichés, which come back into physical 
clichés, all that. What is happening ? Speech must be evaluated, 
images must be evaluated by weight. These are physical forces. 
[86:00] 


People are told: “Speak up! Speak ! Go talk! Express yourself! And see. 
See. Live is terrible. “Come on, express yourself directly! » Directly. 
But what they have to say, - 


- and that, I say it all the more as I live it, except in exceptional cases, 
except when I have prepared well -- 


what do you or me have to say? If not precisely the clichés we 
complain about, that we are forced to do when we do not speak. And 
what do we hear on the radio? On the television ? What do we see day 
by day? And the more direct it is, the more pathetic it is. We see 
people, when they are invited to speak, say exactly the clichés against 
which they were protesting when they said: "I am being prevented 
from speaking". It is in this sense [87:00] 


I was saying, but finally, if you think of the number of situations and 
social forces that force you to speak in life, whoever you are, 
including in your love relationships, in your most personal 
relationships, "say me a little something", we immediately understand 
that it is only possible to experience, to feel, to see only clichés which 
are in us no less than elsewhere. All right, "Speak, speak, what do you 
think? What do you think of that? Well I say: no, but listen, no, no, 
no; stop, it's not. 


Or else I'll say something, and if I wake up, I'll be absolutely ashamed. 
I'm going to say exactly what made me laugh when the other one said 
it and I was like "oh what a jerk! ". I will say the same thing because 
there [88:00] are not two things to say. Go on the radio, go on TV, 
you'll end up being a moron. You will end up being a moron, why? 


But for something beyond us. It is obvious that, direct or not direct, 
you will only be able to say what you hate, when you hear it, and 
with horror, you will say to yourself: "but it was I who just said that". 


So much so that the real task today is precisely to arrive at vacuoles of 
silence, to manage to really break with this kind of social pressure, but 
at all levels, which forces us to speak, which forces us to give our 
notice. It's like in contests: "give your opinion, but be careful, you win 
if this opinion coincides with the opinion of others". [89:00] Perfect, 
it's the making of the shot and its transformation from indoor to 
outdoor and from outdoor to indoor. That's the system. 


But this is not yesterday in a sense; it is in this sense that we can say, 
civilization of the image. 


Okay, we are in the process of clarifying this notion of the civilization 
of the image a little. It's not yesterday, I say. There is an excellent 
book on English romanticism, by [Paul] Rosenberg. [Deleuze quotes 
him in L’Image-Mouvement, p. 282] He comments on Blake. And 
already in English romanticism, and in German romanticism too, there 
will be that, there is this sort of discovery of the cliché. THE 
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world of clichés, and denouncing the world of clichés and trying to get 
out of it, how? This is our positive task. The Americans, I'm not sure 
that's their business exactly. 


Finally, [90:00] for reasons... but we'll see, we'll see the attempt to get 
out of it which will create precisely a new cinema. But it is this 
awareness that the image is fundamentally an interior or exterior 
cliché. That's where you have to start, and that's where American 
cinema is coming from. It's this fundamental awareness, cliché, 
everything is cliché. 


We almost have to stop today at this very sad conclusion since hope 
will come to us next time. Hope will come to us. It's... we'll be saved. 
But you have to go through this awareness. But Blake, quoted by 


Rosenberg, Blake has a sentence; I could have told you, it is signed 
Godard. It really is a sentence, ah... yes! Godard has a sentence, 
[laughs] 


therefore, which is signed Blake: "There is an exterior spread out on 
the interior [91:00] and there is an exterior...", no, sorry: "There is an 
exterior spread out on the exterior and an exterior spread out within”. 
I mean if you take -- it's a sentence from a fragment of a poem that is 


"Jerusalem" -- there is a sprawling exterior outside and a sprawling 
exterior within. This is exactly the world of the cliché. It is exactly 
that, that seems to me to suit, but word for word in the novel Dos 
Passos. So what will make the communication between all these 
characters who have very little interference with each other? What 
will make the unity of dispersive reality? I can answer now. For Dos 
Passos, it is: news, biographies, the eye of the camera, that is to say 
the mental and physical universe of the photograph. 


And it will culminate [92:00] in what? Finally it will culminate in the 
little song, the little refrain: “Yankee doodle. Yankee doodle who will 
pass”, who will pass from one point to another. 


Who will spread there on everyone. In short, what, a little refrain. And 
now the ritornello intervenes in the cinema as something 
fundamental. For what ? The small air. 


So that's going to throw us into a lot of trouble because -- I'm jumping 
-- there's another great filmmaker who was able to use the refrain with 
genius. It's Felini. Obviously I'm not talking about that refrain, which 
has a completely different function, the Fellini refrain, but if we were 
to... [Recording interrupted] [92:56] of the ritornello in Fellini's 
L'Image-Mouvement, p. 286] 


... excellent Dos Passos scene. [93:00] Those are anonymous deaths 
there. And now the guy is walking around the cemetery, walking 
around the cemetery and giving the dead the latest news. This 
happened, news that does not concern anyone. They are dead. They 
are anonymous deaths, yet everyone has their own little box. He walks 
around the cemetery, he says: “You know... the English have just 
bombed the Falklands. Oh and then, my neighbor, he made a noise 
yesterday,” then he hums a little song. Good. An actuality. News, for 
whom? 


For what ? It doesn't concern him. It's not about the dead. What is it 
about? [94:00] It concerns the emergence and the mobilization of the 


clichéd image for itself. 


Second example: the famous end of "Nashville" by Altman. After a 
gruesome assassination, dispersive reality reunites. All the characters 
are there. Why are they meeting? Then the collectivity is reformed; a 
very lamentable singer, a failed singer sings a little song, a refrain, 
and this refrain is going to be taken up by children, by a gang of 
children, which is not at all linked to the assassination which has just 
taken place . And Altman comments, 


[95:00] he says: well yes, we can interpret that in a very different way 
because it is a 
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custom in America that says, see, when disaster strikes, we get 
together to sing. It's just a goodbye etc. We get together to sing, and 
he says: of course, it's ridiculous, it's ridiculous, he says, but on the 
other hand, you could say, it's heroic. And then it is very important 
that it is a lame singer who has been waiting for a long time for a 
great moment in her career that will never come. Well, she throws 
that, she's the one singing. Then the children resume. And he says... 
What? 


A student: [Inaudible comments, on "Nashville"] 


Deleuze: And a soldier too, yeah, yeah, yeah... the song, it goes away. 
The cliché goes elsewhere, the little song. And he quotes another one 
of his films, but which I haven't seen [96:00] -- it doesn't matter -- 
where the song is even more important, the little Altman refrain, and 
so on. 'is what ? It's what ? [Deleuze consults his notes] I don't know 
anymore, it doesn't matter, believe me, there's another film. Ah, "A 
Perfect Couple" [1979; "A Perfect Couple"] because in "Un couple 
parfait", he says, the songs fill it with ellipses of action, and they are 
directly related to such a moment in the life of one of the characters. 


So the little song, the cliché that passes there, really becomes an 
"element" of this kind of dispersive narration. 


You don't have to stick to the little song, although this ritornello or 
little song aspect, I will need it particularly in the future. But, but you 
have to consider [97:00] that in all this cinema, the cliché will appear, 
in what form? Well, not only in the form of the visual image etc., but 
of a "power", and that will determine the presentation of power, of 


political power or more deeply of social power, on the city as a 
dispersive reality . And the city as a dispersive reality can never be 
grasped except through the system of images, that is to say, floating 
shots that it produces itself, as if there were a double dimension of the 
image: image of dispersive reality, and this image itself covered by the 
clichéd images it produces. [98:00] You can clearly see that with 
Lumet. Or what ? Where everything is squared by telephone tapping 
system, TV system, oh the famous 


"Network", a system of magnetic tapes, in "Serpico" and especially in 
"The Prince of New York" [1981; "Prince of the City"). 


See, the cliché is not just the poster on the wall, it's not just the ready- 
made idea in my head. It is also the entire control system that will 
precisely define and set this whole thing in motion. So that my three 
dimensions, my three dimensions have, it seems to me, a coherence in 
this new mode of narrative, but for the moment, a solely negative 
coherence. [99:00] I resume: dispersive reality, wandering without 
belonging, thirdly, moving, mobile cliché, floating cliché. It's like 
what? 


I come to a first conclusion. It's as if the image, [ Pause] it's as if the 
action-image were literally pushed to such an extent that everything is 
overturned. [Pause] The question is no longer as we have been since 
the beginning of our analysis; the question begins to no longer be, 


[100:00] there are perception-images, there are action-images, there 
are affection-images. The question tends to become, we only perceive 
images; we only feel images; we only act, we only move images. 
[Pause] These images are cliché; what we see are images. [Pause] 
What we experience are images. What we set in motion are images, 
good. Good. 
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So what's going to be the problem? [101:00] The problem is going to 
be — well, let's start using words that are familiar to us — it's just 
pictures. [Pause] It's just pictures. [ On this point and the use of 
“right”, see L’Image-Mouvement, p. 289] What are we going to do? In 
other words, if there was a positive question it would be... what is it? 
It would be: how to manage to perceive the image-cliché in such a 
way that it is no longer a cliché? 


How can we come to affectively feel the cliché-image in such a way 


that it is no longer a cliché? In other words, can we extract from the 
cliché-image something that 


[102:00] is no longer a cliché, and perhaps no longer an image, or in 
any case, no longer a movement-image? 


And I'm just saying to finish, the Americans, current American cinema 
has gone very far, it seems to me, very, very far in this discovery, in 
this kind of critical reversal of the problem of the cinematographic 
image. [Pause] But for reasons that will have to be analysed, it seems 
to me that they are sticking to a kind of observation of the world of 
images. The creative task, which is not nothing, which makes for an 
extremely beautiful, extremely deep cinema, [103:00] 


I almost want to say the positive, provisional direction; there will be 
other positive directions. 


The provisional positive direction that we can grasp very strangely, 
we can only grasp it if we jump into another line and we are going to 
do it again as if we had to start again not from zero, but to resume the 
path that we short-circuited earlier, namely what was happening in 
neo-realism? What will happen, and what happened in the French 
New Wave? Have they arrived at the same discovery as American 
cinema and at the same limit of this discovery? Some, yes. Others... 
Have others made a kind of breakaway or are in the process of making 
a kind of breakaway? Towards what? [104:00] Well, towards a 
positive direction since today, we have stayed, so far that we have 
tried to go, we have remained despite everything in negative 
determinations despite everything. 


So we have to go back to the history of neo-realism by asking if 
something has not escaped in the classical definitions since there is an 
abundant literature of neo-realism, and see if there is not also 
something in the New Wave which is very particular, which is... and 
which finally would take us out, not only of the cliché-image, but of 
the movement-image, since the movement-image ended up by us rush 
into the snapshot image. 


Here, then, we are for the first time at a kind of great division of our 
subject. We feel the possibilities of finally getting out of the 
movement-image. It's her fault since she brought us [105:00] to this 
kind of universality of the floating cliché. Too bad for her, there are 
others, so I said it from the start, there are other images; it is they who 
will have to be felt. So. [ End of recording] [1:45:16] 


